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JOB SATISFACTION
AN
ORIGINAL STUDY OF f
XEROX FIRST LINE MANAGERS
IN THE FIELD ORGANIZATION
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INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE
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The purpose of this paper is to present an original
?rl
research study conducted at Xerox Corporation. The sub
jects are first line managers in the Field organization.
Four published original studies will also be described
and evaluated. Implications resulting from modern
research and recommendations for management will conclude
the paper.
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One is overwhelmed by the voluminous literature w
concerning the subject of morale which has appeared since
the famous Hawthorne studies were conducted in the 1920 's.
D
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cn
The second revolution regarding the subject of a
cn
cn
morale was touched off with the publication of Herzberg's h
et al (1959) book describing his Pittsburgh studies.
The study was based on careful interviews with some
200 engineers and accountants who worked for eleven different
firms in the Pittsburgh area. These men were asked to recall
a
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specific incidents in their recent experience which made them
_z\
feel either particularly good or particularly bad about
their jobs. They were also asked to indicate what effects
these incidents had on their attitudes and on their per-
formance and whether these effects were of short or long
H
Qduration. While the interviews were conducted with the
consent of management, they were completely confidential,
and every participant had a guarantee of anonymity.
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When these men felt good about their jobs, it was
usually because something happened which showed that they
were doing their work particularly well or that they were I
becoming expert in their professions. Good feelings were, t-1
t-3
tn
in other words, keyed to the specific tasks that the men
performed, rather than to background factors such as money,
security, or working conditions. On the other hand, when
D
they felt bad, it was usually because some disturbance in
o
these background factors had caused them to believe that cn
cn
H
they were being treated unfairly. o
This led Herzberg to draw a distinction between what
he calls "motivators" and what he calls "hygiene" factors.
(See Figure I) . A motivator is an influence that usually
__
G
has an uplifting effect on attitudes or performance. 1
Hygiene factors produce no improvements but serve rather
to prevent losses of morale or efficiency. Hygiene factors
are prerequisites for effective motivation but are powerless
to motivate by themselves: They can only build a floor
under morale. This floor will forestall any really serious
dissatisfaction or drop in productivity and make it possible
for motivators to operate. But the important point about
hygiene factors is that they do nothing to elevate the
individual's desire to do his job well.
In a film featuring Herzberg (1966) he uses this analogy:
i-3 \
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"We can compare the hygiene factors to water purification. t-1
to
This does not make people healthy; it prevents them from be
coming unhealthy.
"
Herzberg further explains that the motivation and hygiene n,
n
G
factors serve two entirely different sets of human needs. ;cnIcn
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Motivators are not the opposite of hygiene factors, claims \__
Herzberg. There are two entirely different sets of factors
which can satisfy the two sets of human needs. In summary, one
set of needs are essentially Mas low
'
s (1945) higher order needs
of self-fulfillment and ego and are satisfied by "motivators."
G
The other set of needs is comparable to Maslow's lower order needs;
i :
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i.e., social, safety, and physiological, and are satisfied
by hygiene factors.
A number of investigators have attempted to replicate
O
and extend the generality of Herzberg 's theory with varying
degrees of success. Myers (1964) found that factors causing
job satisfaction were not different from and not necessarily
__
opposite to factors causing job dissatisfaction. Burke (1966) tc
O
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and Lindsay, Marks, and Garlow (1967) using different, and per
haps less subjective, methodologies have failed to confirm the
theory. My own research fails to confirm the Herzberg
"unipolar"
theory. h3
cn
o
H
to
O
G
to
to
H
o
a
cn
G
' 2
K
METHOD
W
H
OT
F
H
The project was initiated over a year ago during a ^
series of management development seminars at Xerox which ^
included the subject of motivation. A brief form of
Herzberg 's (1959) questionnaire was designed. The general
instructions were identical to Herzberg1 s; however, the
forms contained three questions only. The questions
I
following the general instructions were: a
jto
i-3
1. What specific circumstances led to this
situation?
**v
2. Exactly what happened? h
cn
n
G
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Why did this make you feel particularly g
a
well satisfied? (or dissatisfied on the
second sequence)
The papers, which did not include the subject's name,
cn
were collected. The responses were categorized using Herz-
bo
k
berg's list of sixteen factors. The results were then
charted to show the comparison between Herzberg 's findings
and the class.
Each class contained twenty students. Over 200 question
naires have been collected and analyzed.
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There are three levels and types of managers represented.
Field Service Managers are first line foremen supervising
technical representatives who install and maintain Xerox
equipment. Assistant Sales Managers are first line sales
managers. Branch Control Managers are second line managers
and are essentially branch administrators and controllers.
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For purposes of this study, two readers analyzed each
sequence (the completed questionnaire for either a satisfying
or dissatisfying experience) and assigned a factor or factors.
Where there was disagreement, the sequence was discussed until
agreement was reached. In all but six cases, agreement was
reached. Those six sequences were not used in compiling
results.
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RESULTS
The sequences are essentially documentation of critical
incidents. The factors appearing in the reported satisfying
experiences are shown in Tables I, II, and III. Table IV is
a comparison of the "Key" factors of Tables I, II, and III.
The factors appearing in the reported dissatisfying experi
ences are shown in Tables V, VI, and VII. Table VIII is a
comparison of the "Key" factors of Tables V, VI, VII.
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The data shows that the factors which cause satisfaction
and dissatisfaction are not unipolar as claimed by Herzberg
(1959). Three factors - - recognition, advancement, and
achievement - - show a linear relationship. However, each
factor is at least twice as potent as a satisfier. Supervisory
ineptness is a potent dissatisf ier , but is rarely mentioned on
the positive side. We also observe that the other factors
listed have a linear relationship.
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The results shown here do not support Herzberg motivation-
hygiene theory.
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Burke (1966) partially supports the Herzberg theory q
Q
(1959). In a study with college students, Burke presented >
two brief dialogues between superior and subordinate. Each j *<
subject was asked to read a description of the worker and
then pick three job characteristics out of a list of ten
(five from Herzberg 's motivators and five from hygiene factors)
which he felt might be the most important contributors to the
high degree of job satisfaction, or job dissatisfaction, dis
played by the major character in the script.
Burke concludes that: (a) the same job characteristics
can be contributors both to satisfaction and dissatisfaction,
and (b) job satisfaction is multidimensional in both satisfy
ing and dissatisfying situations. Certain intervening variables
- - job or occupational level, age of respondents, sex of respond
ents - - have been found to be important in determining whether a
given characteristic will be a source of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction. This suggests the Herzberg theory is an over
simplified conceptualization of job satisfaction.
While Burke's findings are consistent with the research
data presented in this paper, his methodology is highly
questionable if it is to be used to confirm or not confirm
the motivation - hygiene theory. Part of the ambiguity w
surrounding the Herzberg theory might be attributable to F
H
O
methodological inconsistencies and the lack of agreed upon Q
definitions of factors among researchers.
Burke's subjects were asked how they thought they might
feel if they were the major character in the script. This is
so highly subjective, I find it difficult to recognize the
study as valid or invalid when compared to the Herzberg re
search.
Lindsay, Marks, and Garlow (1967) found that the job
factors included in Herzberg 's motivators and hygienes can
be used to describe most of the variance in job satisfaction.
However, the disjoint relationships between motivators and
hygiene, as postulated by the Herzberg theory, was not found
in Lindsay's research. Motivators and hygienes appear to be
related to job satisfaction in a nonadditive fashion. Motivators
were found to be more important to job satisfaction than are
hygienes; this importance being on the order of 3:1.
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Lindsay is critical of Herzberg 's methodology in three I ^
areas: (a) it does not control either the number of inci
dents from a given subject or the number of job factors
mentioned with a given incident; (b) it reverses the role of w
the dependent (satisfaction and dissatisfaction) and independent f
h
o
(motivation and hygiene) variables by setting the dependent g
E
variables at one of two levels (high-low) and allows what are 2
X
conceptually the independent variables to vary as a function
of the subject's responses; (c) it does not look at the
relationship of job satisfaction to motivators and hygienes
across intermediate levels of job satisfaction and dissatisfac
tion; and (d) it does not provide for examination of higher
degree effects between the two classes of vaiables (motivations
and hygienes as they relate to satisfaction) .
The first criticism is invalid. According to the design
of data collection, through personal interviews, every effort
was made to obtain good rapport with the people interviewed.
The fact that the respondent offered more than the requested
two sequences (average of 2.4) certainly indicates their trust
in the interviewer and probably lends a higher degree of
validity to the data collected.
cn
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The number of factors mentioned with a given incident in
bo
most cases is more than one. For example, achievement is most *<
often included with recognition. To insist on assigning
only one factor causes a subjective judgement (or better yet,
a guess) to be made on the part of the researcher. Since in
w
r*~H
daily life clearly more than one factor causes satisfaction h
O
o
or dissatisfaction and the interrelations are most complex, it g
follows that research in the subject must allow for multiple
factors in any one sequence.
Lindsay's (1967) design caused a forced choice. There
fore, the worker rather than the researcher was forced to chose
the factor. This design may appear to be "clean"; however, the
subjective judgement required has only been passed on to the
subject.
The second criticism of Lindsay's is merely an observation.
Reversing the independent variables and dependent variables does
not invalidate the research. It merely leaves the door open to
further study.
The third criticism is certainly valid. Herzberg attempted
to compensate for this by asking the subject how long the good
or bad feeling lasted. His three-dimensional charts show the q
relationships of duration of feeling to the factors of satisfac-
$o
K
tion and dissatisfaction.
Criticism four appears to be invalid. The fact that
more than one factor is associated with a given sequence
provides for interaction of both motivator and hygiene
factors in a given sequence.
The generality of Lindsay's research is limited by
several conditions:
w
o
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a) Only two factors were studied: achieve
ment and company policy;
b) The data is based on employees from one
company ;
c) For the most part, the subjects were
satisfied with their work.
The model tested and confirmed by Lindsay describes the
findings of my research:
S = aM + bH + cMH + e
Where: S = satisfaction, M = motivation, H = hygiene, MH =
joint contribution of motivation and hygiene, a,b,c, and e are
parameters .
Myers (1964) presenting the results of a six year study
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conducted at Texas Instruments, Inc., supports the Herzberg
(1959) theory. Myers concludes: (a) workers are satisfied
and motivated when they are assigned to a challenging job
which allows a feeling of achievement, responsibility, growth,
advancement, enjoyment of work itself, and earned recognition;
(b) workers become dissatisfied mostly by factors which are &
peripheral to the job - - work rules, lighting, coffee breaks,
titles, seniority rights, wages, fringe benefits, and the like.
The 282 subjects in Myers' study were chosen randomly and
represented the three salaried job categories of scientist,
engineer and manufacturing supervisor, and the two hourly paid
classifications of technicians and assembler.
Myers employed the Herzberg (1959) research method. The
interviews were conducted by a personal adminstrator . There
are no basic differences in the findings of Myers and Herzberg.
The generality of
Myers' research is limited by the fact
that it was conducted within one company by the staff of that
company. The degree of openness and candor on the part of the
subjects is suspect. g
The author's research is also subject to criticism.
Lindsay's (1967) cirticisms of the Herzberg (1959) studies
could apply, since the Herzberg method was employed for this
research.
All the studies presented indicate that the conditions of
satisfaction are task-centered and depend on supervisory skill
in planning and organizing work. Ideally, the planning and
organization of work begin at the top, to provide members at
each level of the organization with responsibilities, which
in turn can be subdivided into meaningful chuncks that challenge
capabilities and satisfy aspirations. Matching jobs with
people requires a knowledge and control of the tasks, as well
as an understanding of individual aptitudes and aspirations.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
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Clearly the subject of morale, broken down into job O
O
satisfaction and dissatisfaction is complex. The methodologies E
a
of the studies presented were all different, and the results
are all different. We can question the various approaches from
numerous points of view; however, we cannot ignore the suggested
conclusions.
1. The factors contributing to satisfaction and
dissatisfaction can, in large measures, be
controlled by management. The most potent
factors, however, are a function of leader
ship style or method of supervision employed
by the individual supervisor.
2. Jobs must be structured to increase to the
maximum, the conditions in which workers can
achieve, advance, and receive recognition.
3. The selection process must also be structured
properly. An individual's capacity must be
carefully matched to the job he is given to do.
4 . Supervisors must be equipped so they may
effectively plan and organize work. They
must further be trained in human behavior w
so they can plan the conditions which will tr<
H
O
allow men to satisfy their higher order O
E
need. They must learn to be proper dis- a
pensers of recognition.
5. Supervisors must learn to manage so that
decisions are not only sound and fair but
are perceived as being fair by subordinates.
A full fifty percent of the "supervisor"
factors which appeared in this author's
research had to do with unfairness and led
to dissatisfaction.
6. A strong case is presented for in-depth .
manager development and training at all
management levels to properly equip managers
so they can maximize satisfaction of workers.
7. While no clear relationship exists between
satisfaction and productivity, the Herzberg
(1959) research shows a positive relationship.
This aspect of his research has not been refuted.
8. Dissatisfaction does increase the employer's
costs. Ross and Zander (1957) show a positive
correlation between Need Satisfaction and em- 2
ployee turnover. The three needs studies were
autonomy, recognition, and achievement. The
latter two are shown as potent satisfiers and
dissatisf iers in this paper. It follows, then,
that management can reduce turnover, and thus
costs, by providing conditions which will allow
increased job satisfaction.
Hair (1956) states that one of management's great oppor
tunities lies in the understanding of on-the-job satisfactions
and the utilization of nonfinancial incentives. Management has,
in many ways, found itself in the same position in which flour
millers find themselves. We have refined the process of grind
ing wheat until we have taken out the vitamins and minerals
that gave it much of its nutrituve value. The next step was to
find a way to add the lost nutritive value by additions of cer
tain chemicals. Management must find a way to structure jobs so
satisfaction can be found by workers rather than the continuous
deskilling which has been the practice for a number of years.
This process seems likely to uncover a real meaning for the
relationships between productivity and morale as well as deeper
understanding of human needs and their method of satisfact ion.
The responsibility rests squarely on the shoulders of
management.
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FIGURE 1
COFFEE GROUPS \
LUNCH GROUPS \
SOCIAL GROUPS \
OFFICE PARTIES
RIDE POOLS
OUTINGS. SPORTS
INVOLVE.ME
GOAL-SETTING
PLANNING
PROBLEM SOLVING
vWORK SIMPLIFICATION
PERFORMANCE
APPRAISAL
COMPANY GROWTH
PROMOTIONS
TRANSFERS Q
ROTATIONS
EDUCATION
MEMBERSHIPS
PROFESSIONAL GROUPS
INTEREST GROUPS
STATUS
FAIRNESS
CONSISTENCY
REASSURANCE
FRIENDLINESS
SENIORITY RIGHTS
GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE
ORIENTATION
JOB CLASSIFICATION
TITLE, FURNISHINGS
LOCATION, PRIVILEGES
RELATIONSHIPS
CO. STATUS
JOB INSTRUCTION, WORK RULES
GROUP MEETINGS, SHOP TALK
NEWSPAPERS, BULLETINS
HANDBOOKS, LETTERS
BULLETIN BOARDS
GRAPEVINE
Employee Needs : Effective job performance depends on the fulfillment of both
motivation and maintenance needs. Motivation needs include responsibility,
achievement, recognition, and growth and are satisfied through the media grouped
in the inner circle. Motivation factors focus on the individual and his achieve
ment of company and personal goals. Maintenance needs are satisfied through
media listed in the outer circle under the headings of physical, social, status,
orientation, security, and economic. Peripheral to the task and usually group
administered, maintenance factors have little motivational value; but their ful
fillment is essential to the avoidance of dissatisfaction. An environment rich
in opportunities for satisfying motivation needs leads to motivation seeking
habits, and a job sparse in motivation opportunities encourages preoccupation
with maintenance factors .
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TABLE I
Percentage of Factors Appearing in Satisfying Experiences
Branch Control Manager N=6 6
Factor Total *
1. Recognition 65%
w
2. Achievement 56% 5
F
3. Advancement 19% O
4. Responsibility 15% %
5. Work Itself 6%
6. Status 6%
7. Interpersonal Relationship - Superior 5%
8. Interpersonal Relationship - Subordinate 4%
9. Salary 3%
* The percentages total more than 100 percent since more than
one factor can appear in any single sequence of events.
TABLE II
Percentage of Factors Appearing in Satisfying Experiences
Assistant Sales Managers N=52
Factor Total *
1. Achievement 7 3%
2. Recognition 47%
3. Status 18%
4. Advancement 15%
6. Work Itself 3%
7. Interpersonal Relations - Subordinate 2%
8. Salary 2%
9. Interpersonal Relations - Superior 2%
* The percentages total more than 100 percent since more than
one factor can appear in any single sequence of events.
w
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5. Responsibility 5% ^
TABLE III
Percentage of Factors Appearing in Satisfying Experiences
Field Service Managers N=82
Factor Total *
1. Achievement 55%
2. Recognition 53%
3. Responsibility 12%
8%
6. Work Itself 4%
7. Salary 3%
8. Interpersonal Relations - Subordinates 3%
9. Interpersonal Relations - Superiors 3%
10. Interpersonal Relations - Peers 2%
11. Job Security 2%
12. Company Benefits 2%
13. Supervision 2%
14. Company Policy 2%
OT
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4. Advancement a >
a
5. Status 4% *
* The percentages total more than 100 percent since more than
one factor can appear in any single sequence of event.
TABLE IV
Comparison of Key* Factors Appearing in Satisfying Experiences
Factor BCM** ASM** FSM**
1. Achievement 56% 73% 55%
2. Advancement 19% 15% 8%
3. Recognition 65% 47% 53%
4. Responsibili ty 15% 5% 12%
5. Status 6% 18% 4%
6. Work Itself 6% 3% 4%
* Those appearing in at least 4% of the sequences
** BCM = Branch Control Manager
** ASM = Assistant Sales Manager
** FSM = Feed Service Manager
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TABLE V
Percentage of Factors Appearing in Dissatisfying Experiences
Branch Control Managers N=66
Factor Total *
1. Lack of Recognition 31%
W
2. Interpersonal Relations - Superior 19% w
F
H
3. Working conditions 15% O
4. Company Policy 15%
5. Supervision 15%
6. Lack of Achievement 10%
7. Lack of Responsibility 8%
8. Interpersonal Relations - Peers 8%
9. Salary 5%
10. Too Much Responsibility 4%
11. Lack of Advancement 4%
12. Work Itself 4%
13. Job Security 4%
14. Interpersonal Relations - Subordinate 1%
15. Loss of Status 1%
* The percentages total more than 100 percent since
more than
one factor can appear in any single sequence of
events.
a
TABLE VI
Percentage of Factors Appearing in Dissatisfying Experiences
Assistant Sales Managers N=52
Factor Total *
1. Supervision 35%
2. Lack of Achievement 20%
4. Lack of Advancement 10%
5. Interpersonal Relations - Superior 8%
6. Salary 8%
7. Company Policy 7%
8. Work Itself 5%
9. Interpersonal Relations - Subordinate 5%
10. Interpersonal Relations - Peers 3%
11. Job Security 3%
* The percentages total more than 100 percent since more than
one factor can appear in any single sequence of events.
OT
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3. Lack of Recognition 15% O
O
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TABLE VII
Percentage of Factors Appearing in Dissatisfying Experi
Field Service Managers N=82
ences
Factor
1. Supervision
2. Lack of Achievement
Total
OT
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F
3. Lack of Recognition 12% O
O
4. Lack of Advancement 8% e
a
5. Company Policy 8% ^
6. Interpersonal Relations - Superior
7. Working Conditions
8. Too Much Responsibility
9. Salary
10. Personal Failure
11. Lack of Responsibility
12. Personal Life
13. Loss of Status
14. Interpersonal Relations - Peers
15. Interpersonal Relations - Subordinates
16. Work Itself
43%
13%
8%
7%
4%
4%
4%
3%
2%
2%
2%
2%
2%
* The percentages total more than 100 percent since more than
one factor can appear in any single sequence of events.
TABLE VIII
Comparison of Key* Factors Appearing in Dissatisfying Experiences
Factor
1. Lack of Recognition
2 . Lack of Achievement
3. Supervision
4 . Lack of Advancement
5. Interpersonal Relations - Superior
6. Company Policy
BCM** ASM** FSM**
31% 15% 12%
10% 20% 13%
11% 35% 43%
4% 10% 8%
19% 8% 8%
15% 7% 8%
w
H
w
F
H
O
o
a
**
**
**
Those appearing in at least 7% of the sequences
BCM = Branch Control Manager
ASM = Assistant Sales Manager
FSM = Field Service Manager
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